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IN THE 	 7 CENTr?AL 	DMT1\TISTtThTTVE T7TTJNAL HYD'RAB'D cNCH 

AT HYDER?½D 

O.A. No.3SL/I 	 Dt. 	of Decision 

T.A. NO. 

'1 V3', 	 Petttioner  

R 	Advocate for 
thé'!petitioner 

$ 	 (s) 

Versus 

e t es1oent. 
14 	 t'LAfl..-,  

N kr. 	?\dvcate for 
the Respondent 
(s)I 

CORT½M 	- 

THE HO'BLE 	 U. N1&a1 c! 
THE HON'BLE MR. R 

Whethr Reporters of local papers may 
be al.Dwed to see the judr-ment? 

To be referred to the Reporters or-not? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see 
the fair copy of the Judgement? 

Whether it neer-s to be circuisted to 
other Benches of the Tribunal? 

Remarks of Vice-Chairman on Columns - 
1,2;4 (to be submitted to Hon'ble 
Vice-Chairman where he is not on the 
Bench.) 

ns 

j4RTT 



S 
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 	HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT 1-IYDERABAD 

CP.63/92 	 'F 
in 
OA.312/9l 	 date'of Decision 	4-3-993 

B etween 

V.V.S. Suryanarayaria Sarma 

and 

Sri R. Canesan 
Chief Commissioner of Incometax 
Andhra Pradesh 
8th Floor Aaykar ehavan 
Basheerbagh 
Hydera bad 

Counsel for the Applicant 

Counsel for the Respondent.f) 

11  

Applicant 

Respondent 

CVRSVara Prasad 
Advotate 

N.V.: Ramana, SiY for 
Centa1 Governent 

C 0 RAM 

HON. FIR. JUSTICE U. NEELADRI RAO, VICE CHAI, RMAN 

HON. FIR. H. BALASUBRAIIANIAN, MEIIBER(ADI9N.) 

Judgement 

(OrdeEs as per Hon. Mr. Justice\J. Neeladri Rao, uc) 

When this matter had come up for consideration on 

20-1-1993, it was submitted for the responients that the 

direction in OA.312/91 was complied with. Then  3Ié advocate 

on behalf of the learned counsel for the applicant  sought 

for time and hence this matter is posteyittoday. 

/ 2. 
	Today no one is present for the applibant. The learned 

counsel for the respondents produced 0 leter dated 19-1-1993 



Ot., March 4, 1993 

Dictated in the open court 

rl 	 2 

of the Deputy Commissioner of Incometax, i-iQ Admn. & tUg, 

Hyderabad, wherein it is stated that the tMjrears payable to 

the applicant as per the Judgement in DA.312/91 were paid 

to the applicant by cheque dt.15-1-1993. Thus it, is a case 

of complying with after the CP was filed. 

3. 	So, the CP had become infructuous and accordingly it is 

dismissed. No costs. 

(v. Neeladri Rao) 	 (FL salasubramanian) 

\iice-Chairiran 	 Member(Admn.) 

To 
Sri. R.Ganesafl, 
Chief Commissioner of Incoflietax, 
A.P. 8th Floor AayakarBhav an, 
Basheerbagh, Hyderabad. 

One copy to Mr.G.V.R.S.Vara Prasad, Advocate, CAT.Hyd. 

2.0ne copy to Mr.N.V.Ramana, ziaxtflxRmfl, Addl.CGSC.CAT.Hyd. 

4. One spare copy- 

pvm 
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fltPED BY 	 COMPARED BY 

CHn.CRED 13Y 	 PROVED BY 

IN THE CENTRAL AL24INISTRArIVETPJEIJNAL 

JIYDERA}3AD BENCH AT HYDERABAD 

THE NON' BLE ML.V.NEELADRI RhO ;V,C. 
H 	

AND 

THE HON'BLE NR.R.BALASUBRN4ANJA&;M(A) 

THE HONBLE Mk/CUANDRA SEEHAR REDDY; 
/ 	 :MEMBER(J) 

/ AND 

TH HON' 	?LR 

DATEDz 	-190 

- 	O -/3 UflJ?4ENT 	- 

Rt/C.P/M.ar1,. GakL 
* 

an 

T.A.Th. 	 (W.P.No. 	) 

Adidtte and Interim directions 

issued. 

Allowe 

Dispos d of with directions 

DimiS ed as withdrawn 
Ce 

Dismissed 

Dismissed/Or default 

Reiectedfbrddred 

No order as to costs. 

CanvnI Admlnigtrative Tribunal 
DESPATCH 

-ZAFWISS3 

}WThERASAD'BENCTT. 
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